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1. This written ppinipn is the first ( fu-st, etc,) drawn by this International Preliminary Examining Authority. 

2. This opinion contaiiis indications relating to the. following items:: 

fiasji of ttie dpiiiioa : ' 

■ Priority 

ra O 

Non'establishmentof opinioil with regard to novelty, inventive step and industrial applicability 
Lack of unity of invention 
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4. 



Reasoned statement under Rule 66.2 (a)(ii) with regard to novelty, inventive step or industrial applicability; 
citations and explanations supporting such statement 

Certain documents cited 

Certain defects in the imemational application 

Certain observations on the international application 
< . ^ 4 •■ ■ ■ 

The applicant is hereby invited to reply to this opinioiL 

Vdien? See the time limit indicated above. Th e applicant may, befor e th e e xpiration of that tim e limit, requ es t 

this Authority to grant an e xtension. S ee rul e 66.2(d). 

How? By submittiiig a written reply, accompanied, where appropriate, by amendinents, according to Rule 66.3. 

Fbr the form ai^ the language of tlK ainendihents, see Rides 66.8 and 66.9. 
Also For an additional opportunity to submit amendmients, see Rule 66,4, 

For the examiner*s obligation to consider amendments and/or arguments, see Rule 66.4 bis. 

For an informal communication with the examiner, see Rule 66.6 ' • 

if no reply is filed, the international preliminary examination report will be established oh the basis of this opinion. 
The final date by which the international preliminary 

examinadon repbrt must be established according to Rule 69.2 is: 08 December 2004 (08. 12.2004) . 
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WRITTEN OPINION 



IiUemational application No. 
PCT/US03/25041 



I. Basis of the opinion 



1 . With regard to the eleaients of the international application: * 

the intematiooal application as ofiginaily filed 

the description: 
pages 1-U 



pages NONE 



pages NONE 



as originally filed 

, filed with the demand 

, filed with the letter of 



the claims: 
pages 12-15 



pages NONE 



pages NONE 



pages NONE 



^ as originally filed 

as amended (together with any statement) under Article 19 
filed with the demand 
, filed with the letter of 



the drawings: 
pages 1-2 



pages NONE 



pages NONE 



_^ as originally filed 

, filed with the demand 

, filed with the letter of 



I I the sequence listing part of the description: 
pages NONE ^ as originally filed 



pages NONE 



pages NONE 



filed with the demand 
filed with the letter of 



2. Widi regard to the language, all the elements marked above were available or furnished to this Authority in the > 
language in whidi the international application was filed, unless otherwise indicated under this item. 

These elements were available or furnished to this Authority in the following language ^which is: 

r I the language of a translation furnished for the purposes of international search (under Rule23.1(b)). 
I I the language of publication of the international application (under Rule 48,3(b))- 

I i the language of the translation furnished for the purposes of international preliminary examination(under Rules 
55.2 and/or 55.3). 

3. With regard to any nucleotide and/or amino acid sequence disclosed in the international i^lication, the written 
opinion was drawn on the basis of the sequence listing: 

I I contaioed in the international application in printed form. 

i ) filed tog^er with the international implication in conqiuter readable form. 

j I furnished subsequently to this Authoritv in written form. 

I I fiimished subsequently to this Authority in computer readable form. 

I 1 The statement that the subsequently furnished written sequence listing does not go beyond the disclosure in the 

intematioiial applicadon as filed has been furnished. 
I I The statement that the information recorded in conqiuter readable form is identical to the written sequence listing 

has been furnished. 

The amendments have resulted in the cancellation of: 
the descrq)tion, pages NONE 



the claims, Nos. NONE 



the drawings, sheets/fig NONE 



5. I I This, opinion has been drawn as if (some oO the amendments had not been made, since they have been considered to go 
beyond the disclosure as filed, as indicated in the Supplemental Box (Rule 70.2(c)). 

* Replacement sheets which have been furnished to the receiving Office in response to an invitation under Article 14 are r^erred to in 
this opinion as "originally filed. " 
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WRITTEN OPINION 



Internatioiial applicatioo No. 
PCT/US03/25041 



IV. Lack of unity of invention 



1. In response to the invitation (Form PCT/IPEA/405) to restrict or pay additional fees the applicant has: 
I I restricted the claims. 



paid additional fees. 

□ 

paid additional fees under protest. 
□ neither restricted nor paid additional fees. 



2, This Authority found that the requirement of unity of invention is not complied witfi for the following reasons and 
chose, according to Ride 68, 1, not to invite the applicant to restrict or pay additional fees: 



3. Consequentty. the foUowing parts of the international application were the subject of mternational prelumnary 
examination in establishing tius opinion: 



all parts. 

the parts relating to claims Nos. 
Form PCT/IPEA/408 (Box IV) (July 1998) 
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V. Reasoned statement under Rule 66.2(a) (ii) with regard to novelty, inventive step or industrial applicability; 
citations and explanations supporting such statement 

1. STATEMENT 



Novelty (N) 


Claims 1-21.23,25 


YES 




Claims 22,24 


NO 


Inventive Step (IS) 


Claims 1-21 


YES 




Claims 22-25 


NO 


Industrial Applicability (lA) 


Claims 1-25 


YES 




Claims NONE 


NO 



2. CITATIONS AND EXPLANATIONS 

Claims 22 and 24 lack novelty under PCT Article 33(2) as being anticipated by ERICKSON ET AL. Reference is made to the 
Abstract to ERICKSON ET AL. along with Figures 1-2; column 3. lines 15-26 and column 5, line 51 dirough column 9, line 20. 
ERICKSON ET AL. utilizes dual batteries to power a motor in a vehicle which can travel up to 500 miles at one time. 




WRITTEN OPINION 



Clauns 22-25 lack an inventive step under PCT Article 33(3) as bemg obvious over STONE. Hie patent to STONE teaches in 
Figures 1-3; the Abstraa; colunm 1, line 66 through column 2, line 23 and colunm 2, line 61 through column 5, line 20 a vehicle 
propulsion system having a motor including air cell batteries along with additional fuel cells. The only claimed feature aqt taught by 
STONE is the distance the v^cle can travel at one time being greater than 300 miles. STONE discloses a distance the vehicle can 
travel beii^ up to 300 miles. It would have been obvious to have utilized the vehicle in STONE to travel a distance of greater than 
300 miles if the terrain used therewidi was mosdy downhill and if higher capacity electrode materials were used. One would desue 
to travel a distance greater than 300 miles so diat stopping of the vehicle would not be required over this distance. 



Clauns 1-21 meet the criteria set out in PCT Article 33(2)-(3). because the prior art does not teach or fairly suggest the power supply 
system for powering an electric motor in an electric vehicle comprising a generator that converts a fuel to electricity, a metal-air 
converter coupled to the motor and the generator to receive electricity from die generator and a fuel supply to supply the generator 



Claims 1-25 meet the criteria set out in PCT Article 33(4). and thus the claimed power supply system/method of propellmg a vehicle 
possesses mdustrial applicability because the subject matter claimed can be made or used in industry. 



NEW CITATIONS 
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Supplemental Box 

(To be used when the space in any of the preceding boxes is not sufficient) 



TIME LIMIT: 

The time limit set for response to a Written Opinion may not be extended. 37 GFR 1.484(d). Any response received after the 
expiration of the time limit set in the Written Opinion will not be considered in preparing the International PrdiminafV Examination 
Report. 
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CHA^R II 
PCT TELEPHONE MEMORANDUM 
FOR 

LACK OF UNITY OF INVENTION 



per No.: PCT/US03/25041 
Examiner: John S. l^aples 
Attorney spolcen to: Anthony Laurentano 
Date of call: 08 Marchl^004 




Amount of payment approved: $420.00 

Deposit account number to be charged: 12-0080 

Attorney elected to pay for ALL additional Inventions 

Attorney elected to pay only for the additional inventions covered by 

Group(s): 
~ encompassing - 

\ \ aaim(s): 

Attorney elected NOT to pay for any additional Inventions, therefore, only the first claimed invention Gro 
, covered by aalm(s) has been examined. 

Attorney was orally advised that there is no right to protest for any group not paid for. 

Attorney was orally advised that any protest must be filed no later than 1 Month from the rnailing of the 
Opinion (Form PCr/IPEA/408) or the Final Report (Forni PayiPEA/409). 



Timfe Limit i=or Filing A Protest 

Applicant is hereby given 1 Month from the mailing date of this OpinioiVFinal Report in which to file a protest of the 
holding of lack of unity of Invention. In accordande with PCT Rule 68.3, applicant may protest the holding of lack of 
unity only with respect to the group(s) paki for. 



Itieimized Summary of aaim Groupings: 

Please See Contihuation She^ 



Detailed Reasons For Hoidina Lade of Unity of Invention: 

Please See Cdntinuation Sheet 



Note: A copy of this form must be attached to the Opinion/Final Report 
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ATTACHMENT TO CHAPTER II PCT TELEPHONE MEMORANDUM 

FOR 

LACK OF UNITY OF INVENTION 



Itemized Summary of Claim Groupings: 

This application contains the following inventions or groups of inventions which are not so linked as to form a single general inventive 
concept under PCT Rule 13.1. In order for all inventions to be examined, the appropriate additional examination fees must be paid. 

Group I. claims 1-8, 14-18, drawn to a power supply system. 

Group n, claims 9-13, drawn to a method of charging a metal-air converter. 

Group m, claims 19-21. drawn to a method of propelling a vehicle. 

Group IV, claims 22-25, drawn to an electrically-powered vehicle. 



Detailed Reasons For Holding Lade of Unity of Invention: 

The inventions listed as Gro^)s I-IV do not relate to a single general inventive conc^t under PCT Rule 13. 1 because, under PCT Rule 
13.2, they lack the same or corresponding special technical features for the following reasons: Groups I and IV do not include the step 
of converting the metal oxide back to the metal as do the Group n and m claims. Qroxip I comprises a generator which is not part of the 
claims of Group IV. In addition, the Group IV vehicle must have the capacity to travel over 300 mile, which limitation is not part of the 
Group I system. Finally, Groups II and m are different because Group II is drawn to a method of charging a converter while Group III 
is duected to a method of propelling a vehicle; two materially different processes requiring different steps. 



Note: A copy of this form must be attached to the Opinion/Final Report. 
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